Final Stakeholder Conference on 	                                                                     Discussion in Working Groups
CTP for Engineers – 27 Oct 2016	                                                                                                           Summary


1 – Individual assessment of knowledge, skills and competences 
versus automatic recognition?

1.) Do you in principle support the establishment of a CTF for Civil Engineers providing automatic recognition?
	Yes (31)
	No (3)
	Comments
	Other
(neither yes nor no)

	CNI Italy, PIIB Poland, ENAEE, IZM Latvia, KIIP Bulgaria, CICCP Spain, CTI France, TEE-TCG Greece, Ministry Romania, CKAIT Czech Republic, CGCOII Spain, BIngK Germany, SERI Switzerland, MSMT Czech Republic, KHF-T Switzerland, Ministry Slovakia, CLAIU-EU, COIT-topografia Spain, COGITI Spain, Engineers Ireland, MMK Hungary, LACE Latvia, VDI Germany, bAIK Austria, IZS Slovenia, FV IB Austria, PWB Malta, SKSI Slovakia, Ministry Lithuania, SPSE Lithuania, ETEK Cyprus
	Engineering Council UK, KGK Slovakia, ICE UK
	FV IB Austria: CTF in principle yes, but first we have to know the exact wording

ICE UK: Not if it requires automatic recognition. CTF should identify common standards and minimise assessment required not replace it (Susan Clements)

ETEK Cyprus: Yes, provided that it will be basis for expansion to other professions
	ECCE




2.) Do you support the establishment of CTF for other engineering professions with a sufficient percentage of regulation (profession or education has to be regulated in 1/3 of the Member States according to Art. 49 a 2. b)?
	Yes (28)
	No (5)
	Comments

	CNI Italy, PIIB Poland, KHF-T Switzerland, TEE-TCG Greece, CLAIU-EU, CTI France, Ministry Slovakia, Ministry Romania, CGCOII Spain, CKAIT Czech Republic, SERI Switzerland, COIT-topografia Spain, KIIP Bulgaria, MSMT Czech Republic, LACE Latvia, SKSI Slovakia, FV IB Austria, Engineers Ireland, ENAEE, IZM Latvia, bAIK Austria, Engineering Council UK, PWB Malta, MMK Hungary, IZS Slovenia, Ministry Lithuania, ETEK Cyprus, COGITI Spain
	KGK Slovakia, ECCE, ICE UK, VDI DE, SPSE Lithuania
	Engineering Council UK: Yes, if not automatic recognition. No, if automatic recognition. 

SERI CH: Other engineers should then have a separate delegated act.





3.) If an agreement on CTF cannot be reached/if you are against the CTF approach, would you support Common Training Tests for Engineers as an alternative solution?
	Yes (14)
	No (19)
	Comments

	CNI Italy, PIIB Poland, COIT-topografia Spain, LACE Latvia, KGK Slovakia, SPSE Lithuania, Ministry Lithuania, IZM Latvia, CKAIT Czech Republic, KHF-T Switzerland, SERI Switzerland, Ministry Romania, BIngK Germany, MSMT Czech Republic
	CTI France, CICCP Spain, CGCOII Spain, TEE-TCG Greece, Ministry Slovakia, MMK Hungary, VDI Germany, ENAEE, Engineers Ireland, PWB Malta, ECCE, KIIP Bulgaria, Engineering Council UK, FV IB Austria, IZS Slovenia, ICE UK, CLAIU-EU, ETEK Cyprus, COGITI Spain
	PWB Malta: We are concerned that this will introduce a level of additional complication. 





4.) Do you regard individual assessment of knowledge, skills and competences at host country level as absolutely necessary?
	Yes (15)
	No (17)
	Comments
	Other
(neither yes nor no)

	CKAIT Czech Republic, PIIB Poland, Engineering Board Malta, BIngK Germany, SKSI Slovakia, SPSE Lithuania, CGCOII Spain, KIIP Bulgaria, KGK Slovakia, ICE UK, MMK Hungary, IZS Slovenia, Engineers Ireland, Engineering Council UK, ETEK Cyprus
	CNI Italy, CTI France, KHF-T Switzerland, CICCP Spain, LACE Latvia, ENAEE, bAIK Austria, IZM Latvia, PWB Malta, FV IB Austria, Ministry Romania, SERI Switzerland, MSMT Czech Republic, Ministria Slovakia, Ministry Lithuania, TEE-TCG Greece, COGITI Spain
	COIT Topografia Spain: Just in case of legal requirements oft he country host

Engineering Council UK: CTF should enable this to be minimised by ensuring transparency about gaps so the home authority of engineer can provide additional information where needed. 

Ministry Romania: The CTF, which means automatic recognition should replace this assessment. 

Perriti Warranting Board Malta: The CTF should imply automatic recognition. I fit is based on individual assessment then it’s the Directive. 

ETEK Cyprus: Yes, to enable satisfaction of local/regional special requirements.

COGITI Spain: The evaluation of competences, knowledge and skills should be carried out in the country of origin. 
	ECCE






Discussion on ‘Individual assessment of knowledge, skills and competences versus automatic recognition’: 


Is individual assessment of an applicant by the host country possible/necessary within a CTF? 

· SERI CH: it is not possible according to PQD nor necessary
· Stamp – national legislation has specific requirements
· automatic not possible for some specialist disciplines (sub-) professions
· would need to unify the requirements of sub-disciplines first
· uniform regulation of professional activities for all sub-disciplines before can implement automatic recognition
· CTP is horizontal, the profession is vertical, different regulation of vertical structure indifferent 


Is there an added value of a CTF in regard to the general system if such individual assessment is applied? 

· CH SERI: No
· National tradition is very important 
· No common understanding of what is meant by training


Is there a way of defining criteria for requirements that makes such individual assessment unnecessary?
· CH Seri: The fundamental issue of PQD: mutual trust between MS! 
· Built on experience (not law)
· Need approach that is outcomes-based
· Define outcomes clearly
· Automatic recognition ≠ licence to practise
· Language and national law
· CTF/Automatic recognition applies to those who fit a profile. If don’t fit, profile they through general system. Do we know how ‘common‘ the ‘common‘ route is?
· If a minority fit, what is common? Is it common? 


2 – Two level system based on a common scope of authorization?

1.) Do you support the two level system?
	Yes (25)
	No (8)
	Comments

	CNI Italy, SPSE Lithuania, Ministry Lithuania, ENAEE, Engineering Council UK, TEE-TCG Greece, MMK Hungary, CICCP Spain, CGCOII Spain, ICE UK, SERI Switzerland, Ministry Romania, KHF-T Switzerland, CTI France, Engineers Ireland, KIIP Bulgaria, IZS Slovenia, COIT-topografia Spain, ECCE, LACE Latvia, IZM Latvia, bAIK Austria, SKSI Slovakia, BIngK Germany, ETEK Cyprus,
	bmwfw Austria, Ministry Slovakia, Engineering Board Malta, CKAIT Czech Republic, MSMT Czech Republic, FV IB Austria, KGK Slovakia, COGITI Spain
	Engineering Council UK: We’d like to see Technician included. 

Ministry Romania: We should clarify: Master Level = CCF  automatic recognition
Bachelorlevel ≠ CCF  general system of recognition 

Perriti Warranting Board Malta: We only have a one-level system in Malta. We would not object to a 2-level but we would not be able to recognize Bachelor level.

COGITI Spain (1): The 240 ECTS are not reflected the 2 levels. The level 1 should start from 240 ECTS. Bachelor level should be recognized.  

COGITI Spain (2): We understand that there must be a single level (following other models like in USA, Canada, Japan, ...), which is accessed through a Bachelor Degree, as defined in the Bologna Declaration. This way, the maximum degree required to access the professional practice must be the Bachelor Degree. In this manner accessing the profession of engineer in the European Union would be much more uniform. 
The minimum knowledge, competences and capacities needed for accessing the profession should be defined. In the case of qualifications that do not meet this minimum level, compensation measures should be established based on professional experience or continuous training which have been completed.
The design of the CTF should look towards FEANI's EURO ING model (One level, minimum Bachelor degree training and 2 or 3 years of experience) which makes it possible that the different engineering programs in Europe be comparable, thus facilitating the mobility of engineers by establishing a framework of mutual recognition of competences irrespective of the country. The European Commission has recognized the registration of FEANI and its title EUR ING title as valuable tools for the recognition of the different national qualifications among its Member States. In order to protect access to the existing engineering profession in the EU countries in which it is regulated, as set out in Directive 2013/55 / EU in Article 49a (d), only the EQF levels should be considered, as defined in Annex II to the Recommendation of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 April 2008 on the establishment of the European Qualifications Framework for lifelong learning.




2.) Would you support a title of “European Licensed Engineer Master Level”/“European Licensed Engineer Bachelor Level?”
	Yes (20)
	No, I would suggest another title (8)
	No, there should be no title at all (4)

	CNI Italy, MMK Hungary, TEE-TCG Greece, PWB Malta, COGITI Spain, KHF-T Switzerland, ICE UK, BIngK Germany, Engineering Council UK, ENAEE, Engineers Ireland, KGK Slovakia, SKSI Slovakia, IZM Latvia, LACE Latvia, KIIP Bulgaria,COIT-topografia Spain, Ministry Slovakia, SERI Switzerland, ETEK Cyprus
	SPSE Lithuania, Ministry Lithuania, CKAIT Czech Republic, Ministry Romania, CGCOII Spain, CTI France, IZS Slovenia, COGITI Spain

Commission des titres d’ingenieur, France: In France licence means Bachelor, so the title is not ok. 

Engineering Council UK: Yes subject is clarification – e.g. how is title to be used. We will suggest European Professional Engineer.

ICE UK: Would suggest using the title European Professional Engineer (1st and 2nd cycle) (Susan Clements) 

Engineering Board Malta: 2) I would suggest a title preceding the name e.g. „Ing“ 

IZS Slovenia: We prefer Chartered not Licenced. 

Engineers Ireland: Existing Chartered Engineer should be recognised where it exists. 

COGITI Spain: Based on the answer given in the previous point, there should be a single level whose name could be “European Professional Engineer” without specifying whether it is a Master or Bachelor level. We suggest a more neutral name such as European Engineer which is easily understandable and associated to a single level.

	CICCP Spain, ECCE, CGCOII Spain, bmwfw Austria

Perriti Warranting Board Malta: Although we support a common title, we would advise against a complex title – better non in that case.



3.) Do you think it is possible/necessary to define a common scope of authorization for each level that is applicable for all CTF countries?
	Yes, it is necessary (15)
	Yes, it is possible (8)
	No, it is not necessary (7)
	No, it is not possible (5)
	Comments

	SPSE Lithuania, Ministry Lithuania, KHF-T Switzerland, ICE UK, CTI France, CKAIT Czech Republic, ECCE, KIIP Bulgaria, CICCP Spain, CGCOII Spain, SKSI Slovakia, TEE-TCG Greece, IZM Latvia, ETEK Cyprus, COGITI Spain


	Ministry Slovakia, Ministry Romania, MSMT Czech Republic, ICE UK, COIT-topografia Spain, MSMT Czech Republic, ENAEE, Engineers Ireland
	CNI Italy, bAIK Austria, MMK Hungary, bmwfw Austria, BIngK Germany, FV IB Austria, IZS Slovania
	bAIK Austria, Engineering Board Malta, SERI Switzerland, PWB Malta, KGK Slovakia 
	Perriti Warranting Board Malta: This implies that every country has to change national legislation + complete culture change. 

SERI Switzerland: The scope of authorization should be linked with the activities allowed for the same level of the host MS (directive: the profession has to be pursued in the same conditions than nationals of the host MS)

Perriti Warranting Board Malta: Framework agreement  should not require wholesale amendment of national legislation. 

COGITI Spain: It would be necessary to define a common scope of authorization, but only for the only level of Engineer that should exist. If the comparability of the degrees in European Union countries appears to be complex regarding the level of bachelors, it will be even more difficult if we try to compare the many masters of specialization that exist.




Discussion on ‘Two level system based on a common scope of authorization’: 

Within the proposed CTF – how would engineers move from a country with two or more levels to a country with only one level (and vice versa)? 

· CH SERI: they would be automatically recognised fort he same level. If they are fully qualified for a higher level in their origin MS  general system of recognition. 
· Scope of competence for level identification will be defined nationally  (justification)
· remuneration

Could/should a common scope of authorizations be defined for each level?
· CH SERI: No
· Common scope should be obliged & clear clear but not comprehensive, offensive. 



3 – Compensation of academic training (University degree “or equivalent”)?
(according to Art. 49 a 2. c of Directive 2005/36/EC it is irrelevant whether knowledge, skills and
competences have been acquired as a part of a course at university 
or as a part of a vocational training course)

1.) Are you aware of Art 49 a. 2.c as a legal requirement for the implementation of a CTF?
	Yes (31)
	No (3)
	Comments

	ENAEE, ICE UK, SPSE Lithuania, Engineering Council UK, KIIP Bulgaria, TEE-TCG Greece, CNI Italy, IZS Slovenia, Ministry Slovakia, bmwfw Austria, SKSI Slovakia, CTI France, Ministry Lithuania, PIIB Poland, COIT-topografia Spain, Engineers Ireland, CKAIT Czech Republic, SERI Switzerland, PWB Malta, FV IB Austria, BIngK Germany, ECCE, CGCOII Spain, bAIK Austria, MMK Hungary, KHF-T Switzerland, Engineering Board Malta, VDI Germany, CICCP Spain, ETEK Cyprus, COGITI Spain
	LACE Latvia, Ministry Romania, IZM Latvia
	ENAEE: This compensation should be judged by the institution which awards the title/degree

ENAEE: In some countries (e.g. France) such compensation is organized by the law. 

Ministry Romania: In Romania only university level for Engineers! 

IZM Latvia: The legal system in Latvia does not allow recognition at vocational level , education at a university level. 

IZS Slovenia: New Slovenian law acknowledges only 2. Bologna degree. 

ICE UK: Providing that the requirements and process are properly defined by the home state, this should not be a problem (Susan Clements). 






2.) Do you agree with the legal requirement of Art. 49a. 2.c (compensation) for the Master degree level? 
	Yes, vey much (9)
	Yes (6)
	No (4)
	Not at all (12)
	Other (2)
(neither yes nor no)

	ICE UK, CTI France, SERI Switzerland, CKAIT Czech Republic, KHF-T Switzerland, Engineering Board Malta, TEE-TCG Greece, Engineering Council UK, COIT-topografia Spain, 
	FV IB Austria, Ministry Lithuania, Engineers Ireland, Ministry Romania, bmwfw Austria, SPSE Lithuania, 
	VDI Germany, MMK Hungary, ETEK Cyprus, COGITI Spain
	CNI Italy, IZS Slovenia, Ministry Slovakia, KGK Slovakia, PWB Malta, PIIB Poland, BIngK Germany, CGCOII Spain, bAIK Austria, IZM Latvia, KIIP Bulgaria, SKSI Slovakia, 
	CICCP Spain, ECCE, 





3.) Do you agree with this requirement of Art 49 a. 2.c (compensation) for the Bachelor degree level?
	Yes, vey much (7)
	Yes (9)
	No (7)
	Not at all (9)
	Other
(neither yes nor no) (2)

	ICE UK, COIT-topografia Spain, Engineering Council UK, SERI Switzerland, CTI France, CKAIT Czech Republic, KHF-T Switzerland, 
	bmwfw Austria, Engineers Ireland, PIIB Poland, FV IB Austria, ENAEE, SPSE Lithuania, Ministry Lithuania, BIngK Germany, Ministry Romania
	MMK Hungary, bAIK Austria, VDI Germany, PWB Malta, IZM Latvia, ETEK Cyprus, COGITI Spain
	CNI Italy, IZS Slovenia, Engineering Board Malta, KGK Slovakia, KIIP Bulgaria, Ministry Slovakia, SKSI Slovakia, TEE-TCG Greece, CGCOII Spain
	ECCE, 
CICCP Spain




4.) Do you prefer not to get a CTF for Civil Engineers to fulfilling this legal requirement?
	Yes (7)
	No (19)
	Comments

	KGK Slovakia, CKAIT Slovakia, TEE-TCG Greece, PWB Malta, IZS Slovenia, SKSI Slovakia, ETEK Cyprus, COGITI Spain
	ICE UK, CNI Italy, Ministry Lithuania, SPSE Lithuania, Engineering Council UK, Engineers Ireland, CGCOII Spain, CICCP Spain, bAIK Austria, BIngK Germany, SERI Switzerland, Ministry Slovakia, PIIB Poland, ECCE, FV IB Austria, KIIP Bulgaria, bmwfw Austria, KHF-T Switzerland, CTI France
	CNI Italy: No, because the introduction of such compensation could bring a significant reduction of quality of the automatic recognition process based on CTP. It also would make the recognition process more complicated. 

CTI France: In France VAE, which means this compensation is realised by HEI (?) at Universities (it is law!)

Perriti Warranting Board Malta: Inspite of legal requirement „compensation“ should not be part of automatic process but of alternative route. 

Engineering Council UK: We would not support CTF that does not recognise ‚equivalent‘ learning/does not allow for compensation of education. 




Discussion on ‘Compensation of academic training (University degree “or equivalent”) (according to Art. 49 a 2. c of Directive 2005/36/EC it is irrelevant whether knowledge, skills and competences have been acquired as a part of a course at university or as a part of a vocational training course):

Is there a commonly acceptable way – other than general system of recognition currently in force - to ensure that a person not fulfilling the academic requirements of a CTF really has the same knowledge, skills and competences? Is it preferable to reject a CTF due to the possibility of compensation?
· CH SERI: They are now sufficient instruments to ensure that a person without academic background has sufficient skills and competences (for example EQF-level) 
· Content of „equivalent“ must be defined and assessed by a competent organisation (who?) 
·  in a home MS: automatic recognition
· In a host MS: general system (see next point ‚Goal/further steps‘)
· University
· Other organisation? 

Does the notification procedure based on Article 49 a 6. of Directive 2005/36/EC provide a possibility to overcome this problem (e.g. by further development in the implementing act)?
· „equivalent“: 
· Must it be „formal education“ or can it be „practical knowledge“? 
· Goal/further steps: 
· A system defining a content of „equivalent“ and its assessment should be developed 

Summary (provided by Rapporteur Skraba-Flis): 
The first impression received on the basis of green and red marks told me, that participants/MS understand article 49 a 2.c and that all MS, except five, support equivalent as part of CTP an automatic recognition process. 
Deeper conversation showed different results. During a debate, it was found out, that MS want, that the content of equivalence is defined and assessed/tested by a competent organization. It was left open if this should be done by a home or host MS. Who does it, affects the procedure. If it done by a home MS  this is probably an automatic recognition, if by a host MS  probably a general system of recognition. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Conclusion/further steps: So, a system of defining equivalent and its assessment should be developed in future steps of the project. It should also answer the question if the equivalent must consist of “formal” education or can it be also “practical” knowledge received. 

4 – ECTS/EQF and the application of EUR-ACE Framework standards and guidelines for assessment of knowledge, skills and competences?

1.) Do you agree with the use of ECTS as indicator for the academic education?
	Yes (35)
	No (3)
	Other (neither yes nor no) (1)
	Comments

	IZM Latvia, ENAEE, CNI Italy, MSMT Czech Republic, PIIB Poland, CLAIU-EU, TEE-TCG Greece, IZS Slovakia, FV IB Austria, BIngK Germany, LACE Latvia, SPSE Lithuania, CICCP Spain, bmwfw Austria, SKSI Slovakia, PWB Malta, VDI Germany, KGK Slovakia, COGITI Spain, CTI France, KIIP Bulgaria, CGCOII Spain, COIT-topografia Spain, bAIK Austria, Engineering Board Malta, KHF-T Switzerland, Ministry Romania, CKAIT Czech Republic, SERI Switzerland, Ministry Lithuania, Ministry Slovakia, MMK, Hungary, ETEK Cyprus, COGITI Spain
	ICE UK, Engineering Council UK, Engineers Ireland, 
	ECCE 
	Engineers Ireland: The ECTS model is only one model and should not be the only one. The use of outcomes based criteria and experience should also be incorporated. 

ICE UK: Needs to be output based. ECTS is inputs. (S. Clements)

Engineering Board Malta: One agrees with improving the level of academic formation, this however necessities a cut-off date of becoming effective not retrospective.  






2.) Do you agree with a requirement of minimum 300 ECTS for Master Level?
	Yes (27)
	No (5)
	Other (neither yes nor no) (1)
	Comments

	IZM Latvia, CNI Italy, PIIB Poland, SPSE Lithuania, bAIK Austria, IZS Slovenia, KIIP Bulgaria, BIngK Germany, LACE Latvia, MMK Hungary, Ministry Lithuania, Ministry Slovakia, PWB Malta, FV IB Austria, KGK Slovakia, SERI Switzerland, bmwfw Austria, CGCOII Spain, VDI Germany, KHF-T Switzerland, Ministry Romania, CICCP Spain, CKAIT Czech Republic, SKSI Slovakia, CTI France, Engineers Ireland, ETEK Cyprus
	ICE UK, ENAEE, Engineering Council UK, COIT-topografia Spain, COGITI Spain
	ECCE
	COIT-topografia Spain: What’s the matter with degrees of 240 ECTS? They aren’t Bachelors and they aren’t Master. I suggest a minimum of 240 ECTS + 2 years of experience. 

ENAEE: Use the exact wording as in the EQF documents (Master: 270 ECTS minimum) 

CICCP Spain: 300 ECTS must include the addition of Bachelor+Master or integrated Master Degree. 

Engineering Council: Should be outcomes based

KIIP Bulgaria: Should be outcomes based

COGITI Spain: The level of 240 ECTS is not reflected in the study. As mentioned before, we do not agree with a two levels system.

CGCOII Spain: 300 ECTS including Bachelor + Master or master integrated




3.) Do you agree with a minimum of 180 ECTS for Bachelor Level?
	Yes (31)
	No (6)
	Comments

	IZM Latvia, ENAEE, CNI Italy, IZS Slovenia, LACE Latvia, bmwfw Austria, Engineers Ireland, BIngK Germany, PIIB Poland, KGK Slovakia, TEE-TCG Greece, MMK Hungary, Ministry Slovakia, Ministry Lithuania, KGK Slovakia, ECCE, CTI France, KIIP Bulgaria, SKSI Slovakia, COGITI Spain, CLAIU-EU, bAIK Austria, SERI Switzerland, Ministry Romania, KHF-T Switzerland, COIT-topografia Spain, CGCOII Spain, VDI Germany, FV IB Austria, CICCP Spain, (SPSE Lithuania)
	ICE UK, CKAIT Czech Republic, COGITI Spain, Engineering Council UK, Engineering Board Malta, ETEK Cyprus
	COGITI Spain: The level of 240 ECTS (Bachelor Degree) is not reflected in the 2 levels. For the automatic access to the engineering profession, we understand that the minimum ECTS should be 240. 

ETEK Cyprus: Bachelor should be set at 240 ECTS






4.) Do you agree with a requirement of a minimum of 70% technical and scientific ECTS within the required amount of ECTS?
	Yes (26)
	No (8)
	Comments + suggestes change

	MSMT Czech Republic, IZM Latvia, CNI Italy, IZS Slovenia, PIIB Poland, LACE Latvia, KGK Slovakia, CGCOII Spain, MMK Hungary, BIngK Germany, Ministry Slovakia, SPSE Lithuania,, COGITI Spain, SERI Switzerland, CKAIT Czech Republic, Ministry Lithuania, PWB Malta, CTI France, KHF-T Switzerland, TEE-TCG Greece, PWB Malta, bAIK Austria, KIIP Bulgaria, CICCP Spain, SKSI Slovakia, ETEK Cyprus
	ECCE, ICE UK, ENAEE, Engineering Council UK, VDI Germany, COIT-topografia Spain, Engineers Ireland, FV IB Austria, 
	ENAEE: Incompatible with the outcome based approach. 

bmwfw Austria: Undecided, probably a lesser percentage would be better. 

Lithuania: We support 70% of technical ECTS, but mathematics, natural science is (to?) common. This should be modified. 

IZS Slovenia: 50% is not acceptable at all.




5.) Do you agree with the application of the EUR-ACE Framework standards and guidelines for assessment of knowledge, skills and competences?
	Yes (17)
	No (8)
	Other (neither yes nor no) (3)
	Comments

	IZM Latvia, CNI Italy, BIngK Germany, LACE Latvia, ENAEE, PIIB Poland, IZS Slovenia, Ministry Slovakia, Ministry Romania, bAIK Austria, CTI France, CKAIT Czech Republic, KHF-T Switzerland, SKSI Slovakia, VDI Germany, PWB Malta, Engineers Ireland
	ICE UK, ECCE, Engineering Council UK, KIIP Bulgaria, Ministry Sweden, TEE-TCG Greece, KGK Slovakia, COGITI Spain
	CGCOII Spain, CICCP Spain, COIT-topografia Spain 

	Engineers Ireland: EUR-ACE criteria are for academic assessment only. 

Ministry Romania: + National standards in accordance with EHQA standards! 

Engineering Council UK: Do not support the input measures. 

Engineering Council UK: EUR-ACE=graduate competence & we support ist use for evaluating knowledge (formal&informal) but it is not a basis for evaluating professional competence (+ skills). 

ICE UK: This is graduating competence so good for the knowledge element but not sufficient on ist own. 

CICCP Spain: It is necessary to develop the civil engineering knowledge and areas of competence. EUR-ACE is generalist, not enough. 

SERI Switzerland: No opinion

KIIP Bulgaria: Should be more outcome based, should be more connected with the academic (education) equivalence. 

KIIP Bulgaria: Referencing EQF-QF-Academic high Education Area – National Qualification Framework. Ongoing council proposal for recommendation for improvement reference criteria of EQF. 

IZM Latvia: EQF is a subject to change: recent proposal drafted by EC suggested to replace „competences“ with „autonomy“. 

bmwfw Austria: Undecided, I don’t know the EUR-ACE framework by now. 

COGITI Spain: They could serve as a basis, but should undergo a revision of the model that adapts to the only level of Engineer that is intended and which takes into account the competences, knowledge and skills gained through professional experience and continuing training that should be performed by professional associations or colleges.



Discussion on ‘ECTS / EQF and the application of EUR-ACE Framework standards and guidelines for assessment of knowledge, skills and competences’:

Are the EUR-ACE Framework standards and guidelines are applicable for the assessment of knowledge, skills and competences on national level?
Yes, only for the academic level must be completed with a „professional“ skills framework (EUR-Ing.!)

What additional support tools would be necessary to support this assessment on national level?
· No for EUR-ACE labelled 
· Need a „national“ assessment option  national system is compatibel

Alternative solutions to applying the EUR-ACE Framework standards and guidelines?
See answer above (compatible national system).



5 – Assessment and certification in the home country and questions in regard to the movement between regulated/non-regulated (profession) countries?

1.) Do you see any difficulties for the requirement of a home country certification on the fulfilment of the CTF by the applicant?
	Yes (3)
	No (29)
	Comments

	CKAIT Czech Republic, VDI Germany, ECCE
	Engineering Council UK, PIIB Poland, CNI Italy, MMK Hungary, CICCP Spain, ENAEE, CTI France, bAIK Austria, Engineers Ireland, SERI Switzerland, BIngK Germany, COIT-topografia Spain, IZS Slovenia, SKSI Slovakia, Ministry Romania, KGK Slovakia, CGCOII Spain, Ministry Lithuania, COGITI Spain, Ministry Slovakia, MSMT Czech Republic, ICE UK, KIIP Bulgaria, FV IB Austria, KHF-T Switzerland, bmwfw Austria, SPSE Lithuania, ETEK Cyprus, COGITI Spain
	Engineering Council, UK: We understand that this may be difficult for some countries without a mature registration system (applies to all 3 questions). 

ICE UK: Not a problem for UK but may be for some non-regulated countries. 



2.) Do you see any difficulties for the requirement of a home country certification on the fact if the applicant is subject to an occupational ban or a disciplinary procedure?
	Yes (3) 
	No (26)
	Comments

	CTI France, CKAIT Czech Republic, ECCE 
	Engineering Council UK, PIIB Poland, IZS Slovenia, CNI Italy, MMK Hungary, Ministry Romania, CICCP Spain, KIIP Bulgaria, bAIK Austria, Engineers Ireland, COIT-topografia Spain, SKSI Slovakia, SERI Switzerland, KHF-T Switzerland, BIngK Germany, ENAAEE, bmwfw Austria, FV IB Austria, CGCOII Spain, KGK Slovakia, COGITI Spain, ICE UK, Ministry Slovakia, Ministry Lithuania, SPSE Lithuania, ETEK Cyprus  
	SERI CH: It has to be checked if an automatic certification about ban or disciplinary procedure is in line with PQD (at least fort he establishment)

Ministry Romania: Pay attention to the fact we should identify a competent authority where the profession is not regulated in ordert o ensure 1.) access to the profession etc, 2.) the confirmation for a disciplinary procedure. 

CICCP Spain: Spanish competent Authority (Ministerio de Fomento) must entitle Colegio de Ingenieuros de Caminos to certificate. 

ICE UK: Subsequent ban also needs to be reported. 

Ministry Sweden (UHR): Will the regulating countries accept „N/A“ from non-regulating countries

CTI France: We could not imagine who could do it in France. 

COGITI Spain: It should always be taken into account that in order to be able to practice in a host country, the engineer must be qualified in the country of origin. 




3.) Do you see any difficulties for the requirement of a home country certification on the fulfilment of national professional access requirements or certification of right to practise?
	Yes (1)
	No (28)
	Comments

	ECCE 
	Engineering Council UK, CNI Italy, MMK Hungary, ENAEE, Engineers Ireland, KGK Slovakia, CICCP Spain, KIIP Bulgaria, SERI Switzerland, IZS Slovenia, Ministry Romania, bAIK Austria, KHF-T Switzerland, MSMT Czech Republic, PIIB Poland, SKSI Slovakia, bmwfw Austria, ICE UK, COIT-topografia Spain, CKAIT Czech Republic, CTI France, Ministry Slovakia, CGCOII Spain, FV IB Austria, COGITI Spain, Ministry Lithuania, SPSE Lithuania, ETEK Cyprus
	SERI CH: No, but is it necessary? 

CICCP Spain: Spanish National Competent Authority must entitle CICCP to certificate. 

ICE UK: Most countries currently working with the Eng.Ing system so this could be adapted/developed for CTF. 




Discussion on ‘Assessment and certification in the home country and questions in regard to the movement between regulated/non-regulated (profession) countries’:

Could the assessment of the fulfilment of a CTF by the home country authorities and its certification be a problem? Are any additional tools/clarifications necessary?
· Clarify to the applicant what the certification cost for the individual. 
· Local conditions, tech. ECTS – regulatio/non-regulation

Are any clarifications for the procedure of movement between regulated and non-regulated countries necessary?
· „Ban“ is difficult
· Trust (state not private)
· Unequal treatment of national equal quality
· Equal treatment of equal national quality (most added value for most equal profession (?)

Summary (provided by Rapporteur Östermann): 
Both regulating and non-regulating countries were represented in the discussion. The same topics were raised from both groups but from the different angles. 
Non-regulating countries demonstrated constructive approach but they have their limitations in the current context.

The three main dimensions of the discussion which covered both topics (in the grey field) can be summed up as follows:
- performing the assessment and certification as the home MS is not an issue in terms of organizing a procedure for it at the national level in non-regulating MS. It would be most beneficial if only the governmental organizations were involved (no private actors). The issue here is the criteria for the assessment, i.e. the topics covered by the other discussion groups. 
- trust and understanding of the conditions in the non-regulating MS by the regulating MS, e.g. there is information that non-regulating MS would not be able to provide, such as occupational ban. 
- clarity about the ctp/ctf and the clear benefits of the ctp/ctf for the individual professionals and as many professionals as possible
         clarity on what the certification from the home MS is and what it is not, i.e. that it does not give the direct access to the market in the regulating host MS 
         more systematic approach for defining the qualifications eligible for the ctp/ctf instead of or/and in addition to the assessment and certification of the individual qualifications. It is important to ensure equal status of the qualifications that are equal at the national level when it comes to their eligibility for the ctp/ctf. Regulated education or education programs enjoying accreditation from the national engineering organizations in non-regulating MS should automatically qualify for the ctp/ctf. Such programs by definition prepare for the engineering profession and in case of individual assessment we run a risk that the holders of the same type of degree are treated differently depending upon which HEI they graduated from. 
         assessment and certification of the education is central when a professional comes from a non- regulating MS and it is paramount that the development of the ctp/ctf criteria are linked to the developments within the higher education sector, i.e. focusing on learning outcomes, understanding ECTS (technical ECTS-credits in non-regulating country are the same as in regulating country), addressing the student mobility encouraged by the Bologna process when the professional takes a Degree of Master in another (possibly non-regulating MS) than a Degree of Bachelor. 
         assessment and certification should mot entail cost for the professional. 



6 - Additional requirements?

1.) How many years of professional experience should be required?
	None (7)
	1 year (3)
	2 years (10)
	3 years
	Other
	More (3)
	Comments

	Engineering Council UK, Ministry Romania, SERI Switzerland, VDI Germany, KHF-T Switzerland, COIT-topografia Spain, Ministry/UHR Sweden,
	CTI France, PWB Malta, ETEK Cyprus
	CNI Italy, PIIB Poland, ENAEE, KIIP Bulgaria, CGCOII Spain, BIngK Germany, ECCE, Engineering Board Malta, CICCP Spain, SPSE Lithuania
	MMK Hungary, IZS Slovenia, bmwfw Austria, ICE UK, FV IB Austria, CKAIT Czech Republic, MSMT Czech Republic, Engineers Ireland, 
	bAIK Austria: 2-3 years

SPSE Lithuania: 
2-3 years

COGITI Spain: 1 or 2 years
	KGK Slovakia, SKSI Slovakia
MMK Hungary: In case of 2 level system, BSc needs 5 years, while MSc needs 3 years practice. 
	COGITI Spain: Depending on the number of ECT acquired in the Bachelor. If it is 180 ECT, 2 years. If it is 240 ore more 1 year of experience.

ICE UK: Experience requirements should be based on outputs, not on time served. 

Engineering Council UK: Time-serving is not adequat basis to evaluate/certify. 

COIT Topografia Spain: No experience required but classify by Junior/Senior/ Advanced, etc. 

Ministry/UHR Sweden: Requirement of professional experience excludes the fresh graduates who have regulated education and have come out as engineers. 

Lithuania: It should be 2 years for level II. It should be 3 years for level I. 

CTI France: In France, 1 year internship is included inside education of „titre d’Ingenieur diplome“, so one year more should be necessary. 

Perriti Warranting Board Malta: We have no objection to 2 years experience, but suggest 1 as compromise (also architects do not define any). 





2.) Do you think that the professional experience or professional examination requirement needs to be defined in regard to knowledge, skills and competences?
	Yes (24)
	No (6)
	Comments

	Engineering Council UK, MMK Hungary, SPSE Lithuania, ECCE, Engineering Board Malta, IZS Slovenia, Ministry Slovakia, CTI France, KHF-T Switzerland, COIT-topografia Spain, CKAIT Czech Republic, PWB Malta, PIIB Poland, ENAEE, MSMT Czech Republic, ICE UK, KGK Slovakia, SKSI Slovakia, CGCOII Spain, BIngK Germany, COGITI Spain, Engineers Ireland, CICCP Spain, KIIP Bulgaria
	CNI Italy, SERI Switzerland, bmwfw Austria, bAIK Austria, Ministry Romania, ETEK Cyprus
	FV IB Austria: Experience in the engineering field 

CNI Italy: professional examination should remain in the home country. 

MMK Hungary: We are in favour of professional experience only. 

COGITI Spain: Professional experience should be included as a requirement but we believe that other requirements such as the request for an exam disrupt the spirit of “automaticity” of the CTF. 




3.) Is the possibility to list special regional requirements necessary?
	Yes (17)
	No (11)
	Comments

	Engineering Council UK, IZS Slovenia, MMK Hungary, KHF-T Switzerland, PWB Malta, Ministry Slovakia, COIT-topografia Spain, CGCOII Spain, SKSI Slovakia, ECCE, Engineers Ireland, ICE UK, KIIP Bulgaria, KGK Slovakia, COGITI Spain, CICCP Spain, ETEK Cyprus
	CNI Italy, CTI France, PIIB Poland, Ministry Romania, MSMT Czech Republic, SERI Switzerland, bAIK Austria, BIngK Germany CKAIT Czech Republic, FV IB Austria, bmwfw Austria
	Perriti Warranting Board Malta: only for special + clearly defined requirements. 

Engineering Council UK: Important thing is transparency and asuring information wavailable. 

COGITI Spain: Depending on the qualifications of each country, a list of country-specific requirements could be applied. 






Discussion on ‘Additional requirements’:
Is it necessary to define the output requirements in regard to professional experience/ professional examination and if yes how could this be achieved?
· Output requirements should be defined at a common level (also as an alternative to time-serving)
· Output requirements should not introduce more strict requirements for the recognition (that would make the recognition process more difficult)
· Certification from the home country shoud be necessary to demonstrate the achievement of those outputs. 

How can the possibility to list special regional requirements be defined/limited to necessary cases? How should it be assessed and what does it mean for automatic recognition?
· Countries with a peculiar regulation in a specific field of activity should be allowed to define those special requirements (but only if such requirements are requested also to the home country professionals). 
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